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I nter agency Contracting
Recommendations

1. Increased transparency through identification of vehicles (e.g. GWACs,
MACs, enterprisewide) and Assisting Entities. OM B conduct a survey of
existing vehicles and Assisting Entitiesto establish a baseline. The dr aft
OFPP survey, developed during the Working Group’s deliber ations includes
the appropriate vehicles and data elements.

The Working Group believes that the most important near-term task in the
interagency contracting creation and continuation area is establishing a database
identifying existing vehicles and assisting entities as well as their characteristics. It isthe
view of the Working Group the most expeditious means of assembling such information
isin theform of a survey as currently drafted by the Office of Federal Procurement
Policy (OFPP) in support of the Office of Management and Budget task force examining
Interagency and Agency-Wide Contracting.

The OFPP draft survey is intended to gain a clearer understanding of the
following:

- Thenumber of interagency contracts that are currently in operation; the scope
of these vehicles; the primary users; and the main rationale for their
establishment;

- Theleve of acquisition activity conducted by Intragovernmental Revolving
Funds (including the Franchise Funds) on behalf of other agencies;

- Thenumber of enterprisewide contracts currently in operation to address
common needs that could be (or have been) satisfied through an existing
interagency contract; the scope of these vehicles; and the main rationale for
their establishment.

The Working Group recognizes that such a survey provides no more than a
snapshot of agency activities associated with interagency contracting. Such a survey will
provide an immensely greater degree of transparency for the stakeholders. The results of
such a survey should serve as a bridge to the more institutionalized database
recommended in #3 below. In order to better servethat end, the Working Group also
recommends that the OFPP and the interagency task force consider expanding the
requirements of the draft survey to include vehicles currently in the planning stages.

2. Makeavailable the vehicle and assisting entity data for three distinct
pur poses.
a. ldentification of vehicles and the features they offer to agenciesin
meeting their acquisition requirements (yellow pages).
b. Useby public and oversight organizations to monitor trendsin use.
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i. Improved granularity in fee calculations
ii. Standard FPDS-NG reports
c. Useby agenciesin business case justification analysisfor creation and
continuation/r eauthorization of vehicles.

The Working Group believes that the data gathered in the initial baseline survey
should be structured in such away as to allow for agency and public use. As noted above,
the information should be viewed as a bridge to an institutionalized collection process.
The Working Group believes that three major purposes should guide the structuring of
information consistent with the findings.

First, the data should provide a detailed overview of vehicles and services
available from assisting entities to allow agency procurement officials and managers to
weigh the best acquisition strategy for meeting agency mission needs. The information
should be structured in such a manner to allow “apples to apples’ comparisons among the
benefits of using different vehicles and entities as well as the fees associated with their
use.

Second, the data should be organized to allow oversight organizations, such as the
Government Accountability Office and the agencies’ inspectors general greater visibility
into the existing and planned vehicles and entities, trends in their use, and the degree and
nature of any overlap among them. In particular, theinitial survey should provide the
groundwork for a meaningful comparison of the manner in which fees are calculated
among different vehicles and entities to indicate whether a more systematic approach to
fee establishment would be feasible or desirable.

Third, consideration of the information from the survey should be standard
practice for any agency considering creating a new interagency or enterprisewide vehicle
or continuing an existing one. The Working Group beieves that a major component of a
proper business case justification must be a reasonable and detailed understanding of
other alternative acquisition approaches that are available in the Federal government or to
specific requirement holders in a prospective customer agency.

3. OMB institutionalize collection and public accessibility of the infor mation,
for example through a stand alone database or module within transactions-
based FPDS-NG.

As noted above, the Working Group believes that the initial OFPP survey should
serve as the foundation for an institutional base of data and information on vehicles and
entities. Aninstitutional database with timely updates will be critical for the agencies
success in managing the vehicles and entities under their jurisdiction. Such a database
will also be critical for agency managers to develop sound acquisition strategies
involving interagency contracting capabilities to meet their agency’s mission needs. The
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Working Group believes that such benefits will offset the costs of collecting and
maintaining this information.

OMB should explore various approaches to establishing such a database, whether
as an additional module in the transactions-based FPDS-NG or as a stand-alone system.
The Working Group believes that the different approaches have merits and costs, and
careful analysis of the alternatives must be conducted before deciding on a single
approach.

4. OMB direct areview and revision, as appropriate, of the current procedures
for the creation and continuation/r eauthorization of GWACs and Franchise
Fundsto require greater emphasis on meeting specific agency needs and
furthering the overall effectiveness of gover nmentwide contracting. GSA
should conduct a similar review of the Federal Supply Schedules. Any such
revised procedures should include a requirement to consider the entire
landscape of existing vehicles and entities to avoid unproductive duplication.

The Working Group recognizes thereis statutorily mandated process for the
creation and continuation of GWACs, Franchise Funds, and Federally Supply Schedules.
The Working Group recommends that these authorities should not be altered in any way.
The Working Group does believe that the cognizant agency in each case should review
the procedures under which these vehicles and entities are created and continued and
revise them in ways they deem appropriate to ensure that emphasis is placed on meeting
specific agency needs and the overall effectiveness of governmentwide contracting. The
availability of more comprehensive data on other existing vehicles and entities should
allow for more effective procedures for avoiding duplication that does not serve such
overarching goals.

5. For other than the vehicles and entities described in #4 above, institute a
requirement that each agency, under guidance issued by OM B, formally
authorize the creation or expansion of the following vehicles under its
jurisdiction:

a. Multi-agency contracts
b. Enterprisewide vehicles
c. Assisting entities

Although the Working Group recommends review and revision of the current
procedures for the creation and continuation/reauthorization of GWACs, Franchise
Funds, and Federal Supply Schedules, it believes these procedures are fundamentally
sound. However, there are no comparable common procedures for other interagency
vehicles and assisting entities. The Working Group considered different approaches to
address the problems associated with the proliferation of these interagency vehicles and
entities. One approach that was considered would be to allow agencies full discretion to
establish vehicles or assisting entities involved in interagency contracting. This “ market
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approach” would rely on the extent of agency utilization over time to determine the
viability of a given vehicle or assisting entity. Unfortunately, the market approach does
not appear to be a criterion in agency creation and continuation decisions and it does not
appear that this approach would be effective in addressing the negative impacts caused by
the uncontrolled proliferation of vehicles.

The approach at the other end of the spectrum that the Working Group considered
would be to establish a process whereby the Office of Management and Budget would
formally authorize or reauthorize these vehicles and assisting entities. Based on previous
experience with centralized approval processes (e.g. Brooks Act authorizations for
automated data processing equipment and services), the Working Group believes this
approach risks being too cumbersome and would be beyond the scope of existing or
likely OMB resources. The Working Group also believes that this approach may inhibit
the establishment or creation of a diverse set of interagency vehicles.

The Working Group believes that rather than serving as a central approval
authority, the proper role for OMB is to issue guidance and procedures to structure the
agency decisions with respect to the creation and continuation of individual vehicles or
entities. The individual agencies should retain the responsibility for making decisions
regarding the creation and continuation of these vehicles and assisting entities. The
agencies have the personnel, resources, and requirements to establish or expand vehicles
or assisting entities within the context of the agency mission. While recognizing this
agency responsibility, the Working Group believes that achieving improvements in
interagency contracting is best assured through the establishment of a more formal
process within these agencies for the creation and reauthorization of these vehicles and
entities. All these vehicles and entities, along with those currently authorized by OMB
and GSA, form the landscape of interagency contracting and should be covered by more
formal procedures where they do not currently exist.

6. Institute arequirement that the cognizant agency, under guidance issued by
OM B, formally authorize the continuation/r eauthorization of the vehicles
and entities addressed in #5 on an appropriate recurring basis consistent
with the nature or type of the vehicle or entity. The criteria and timeframes
included in the OM B guidance should be distinct from those used in making
individual contract renewal or option decisions.

As noted above, certain of the interagency vehicles and assisting entities, such as
the GWACs, Federal Supply Schedules, and Franchise Funds, are subject to periodic
review and continuation/reauthorization. The Working Group believes that the other
interagency vehicles and assisting entities should be subject at the agency leve to
periodic review and disestablishment if they do not continue to meet specific agency
needs and support the effectiveness of governmentwide contracting. The result of such
periodic reviews should be the elimination of vehicles and assisting entities that represent
unproductive duplication or for which thereis no longer a valid business case.
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The Working Group believes that this process must have teeth rather than be a pro
formareview. The standard for the review should be the degree to which the vehicle or
assisting entity is tracking to (or meeting) the performance measurements established at
its inception. The OMB guidance on continuation should provide sufficient clarity to
allow agency decisions on continuation/reauthorization to be subject to meaningful
review and audit by oversight organizations.

With respect to the appropriate review timeframes, the Working Group believes
that thereis no “one sizefits all” approach. The Working Group recognizes that each
type of vehicle or class of assisting entity will justify OMB establishing different
continuation/reauthorization review periods. A major consideration in establishing such
review periods should be the nature and length of contracts and options under the
vehicles or being managed by the assisting entities. A continuation/reauthorization
review period for a given vehicle that is significantly shorter than the contract periods
under the vehicle could present an agency with a serious obstacle to appropriate action if
a continuation/reauthorization review indicates that the vehicle should be terminated
rather than continued.

7. Have the OMB interagency task force define the process and the mechanisms
anticipated by recommendations #5 and #6.

The Working Group believes that OMB should be the responsible agency for
preparing and issuing the guidance to implement recommendations #5 and #6. The
process should be the result of collaboration with the chief acquisition officers and senior
procurement executives of the individual agencies having jurisdiction over interagency,
enterprisewide, or assisting entities. The current OMB Task Force on Interagency
Contracting, formed to address the management concerns raised by the Government
Accountability Office, has the breadth of participation to allow a balance between the
need for explicit guidance with clear performance measures and the need for a reasonable
degree of flexibility in implementation. The Working Group believes that the OMB Task
Force should remain in existence until the task of promulgating procedures and
mechanisms for these vehicles and entities has been completed.

8. OMB promulgation of detailed poalicies, procedures, and requirements
should include:
a. Business case|ustification analysis (GWACs as model).
b. Projected scope of use (products and services, customers, and dollar
value).
c. Explicit coordination with other vehicles/entities.
d. Ability of agency to apply resour ces to manage vehicle.
e. Projected life of vehicle.
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Structuring the contract to accommodate mar ket changes associated
with the offered supplies and services (e.g. market research,
technology refreshment, and other innovations).

Ground rulesfor use of support contractorsin the creation and
administration of the vehicle.

Criteriafor upfront requirements planning by ordering agencies
before accessto vehiclesis granted.

Defining post-award responsibilities of the vehicle holders and
ordering activities befor e use of the vehicleis granted. Thesecriteria
should distinguish between the different sets of issuesfor direct order
type vehicles ver sus vehicles used for assisted buys, including data
input responsibilities.

Guidelinesfor calculating reasonable fees including the type and
natur e of agency expenses that the fees ar e expected to recover. Also
establish arequirement for visibility into the calculation.
Proceduresto preserve the integrity of the appropriation process,
including guidelines for establishing bona fide need and obligating
funds within the authorized period.

Requiretraining for ordering agencies personnel before accessto the
vehicleis granted.

. Use of interagency vehiclesfor contracting during emer gency

response situations (e.g. natural disasters).

Competition process and requirements.

Agency performance standards and metrics.

Perfor mance monitoring system.

Process for ensuring transparency of vehicle features and use.

i. Defined point of contact for public — Ombudsman.
Guidance on the relationship between agency mission
requirements/cor e functions and the establishment of interagency
vehicles (e.g. distinction between agency expansion of inter nal
mission-r elated vehicles to other agencies vs. creation of vehicles from
the ground up as interagency vehicles)

9. OMB sponsor a detailed analysis of the effectiveness of Panel
recommendations and agency actions in addr essing the findings and
deficiencies identified in the Acquisition Advisory Panel report. Thisanalysis
should occur no later than five years after initial implementation with an
interim report after three years. The analysis should also include
identification of unintended consequences of implementing the
recommendations.



